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My proposition is that the fundamental problem in the 
Arab-Israeli conflict is the Zionist character of the State of 
Israel. Admittedly there are those who disagree. 

Official and unofficial Israeli spokesmen and apologists 
disagree totally; they contend to the contrary that Arab 
intransigence supposedly stems from the desire of most Arab 
leaders to keep their own people under oppressive subjection. 
Those putting this argument, however, have not adequately 
explained why the maintenance of an Arab-Israeli conflict 
necessarily helps Arab leaders oppress their own people. Some 
of the Israeli spokesmen and apologists go much further. They 
base intransigence upon the Arab desire to destroy Jews, or at 
least most of the Jews, presently residing in the State of Israel. 
Arab terrorist activities of various sorts and certain statements 
by Arab leaders are cited in support of this supposed Arab 
desire to commit genocide. The Arab terrorist activities, how¬ 
ever, indicate only that for some Arabs a constant state of war 
exists. The Arab acts of terrorism no more indicate desired 
Arab genocide of Jews than Israeli acts of terrorism indicate 
desired Jewish genocide of Arabs. 

Some of the Arab statements cited in support of genocide are 
presented out of context; unfortunately, some of the other 
statements are presented in context, but, except for a minimal 
scattering coming these days from “lunatic fringe” anti- 
Semites, these have been amended. Israeli governmental 
officials, although utilising such statements at certain times for 
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political and fund-raising purposes, have not accepted as valid 
an outright and general Arab desire to commit genocide. 
Israeli leaders are far too sophisticated to believe this. If they 
did so believe, then they could not even pretend to be hopeful 
about achieving a peace settlement on any grounds short of 
their own extermination. 

Most Israeli leaders and apologists instead now argue that 
Arab intransigence necessitates Israel’s securing safe and recog¬ 
nised borders. There was a time when Israelis could argue non¬ 
recognition by Arab states constituted the major issue in the 
conflict. That time appears past. The Sadat peace proposal on 
its face would, if Israel relinquished the post-June 1967 
occupied territories, constitute United Arab Republic’s recog¬ 
nition, if not approval, of the State of Israel’s existence. Most 
other Arab states, and perhaps many Palestinians as well, 
would fall into line behind the Sadat recognition proposal. 


Understanding this, the Israeli leadership has shifted the whole 
recognition argument to the securing of safe borders. The key 
in this shift is the insistence that safe borders can be secured 


only if Israel retains much of the occupied territory. Such 
insistence is precisely the point at which the Israeli argument 
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fails. 


argument 


governments refuse, as indeed they do, to agree to tne Israeli 
retention of the occupied Arab lands. The argument fails, 
rather, because the Israeli definition and analysis of safe borders 
is fallacious. Even excluding the possible nuclear dimension, in 
these d':*.ys of sophisticated, automated, rocket-type weaponry 
safe borders are not secured, nor do they depend upon naturally 

fif'd Inrations from which rifles and machine guns can be 


fired and protected. Safe borders are secured by and depend 
upon the mere drawing of frontier lines on a map that all sides 

recognise and do not dare to violate. 

The frontier line between East and West Germany, senseless 

though it may be in ways other than safety, is analogous. Such 
frontier lines become and remain inviolate these days because 
of explicit guarantees and mutual respect based perhaps unfor¬ 
tunately upon the force of mutual deterrents. With the United 
States and the Soviet Union involving themselves in the Arab- 
Israeli conflict, mutual deterrence is seemingly a stark reality 
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for the foreseeable future. United States’ Secretary of State 
Rogers recently stated this publicly. Rogers strongly suggested 
that the Israelis thus retreat from, i.e. give up, the occupied 
territories. In short, the Israelis do not need to hold on to any 
occupied territory to secure safe, recognised borders protected 
by the super powers. Indeed, the only apparent way that the 
Israelis might be able to secure safe, recognised borders is to 
retreat totally from the occupied territories. No retreat means 
no recognition by Arabs and no possible peace treaty arrange¬ 
ment with Arabs. The logic here is inescapably tight. 

Why then does Israel not retreat from the occupied terri¬ 
tories? The answer, much as the Israeli government has tried 
to masquerade it, has to do with the aforementioned funda¬ 
mental problem of the Arab-Israeli conflict: the Zionist 


character of the State of Israel. 

Numerous Arabs, a small handful of Israelis, and others 
outside the Middle East, self-termed revolutionary socialists, 
all of whom arc antagonistic to Zionism, disagree as well with 
my proposition. They believe that the Zionist character of the 
State of Israel is not the fundamental problem as stated, but 
rather only one constituent element of the real fundamental 
problem: namely, the oppression of masses of people by 
“feudal-bourgeois” and/or “imperialist-capitalist” regimes, as 
it is put, throughout the whole Middle East. These revolu¬ 
tionary socialists see the Arab-Israeli conflict as merely one of 
the many frameworks in which the majority of people are 
oppressed. The oppression in the Arab-Israeli framework, 
according to this opinion, will be eradicated only when a full 
radical socialist revolution occurs in the Middle East.^ 


numbers of people, 

I much of the Middle 


Jews 


That the Arab-Israeli conflict is but one of many conflicts in 
the Middle East is a fact. That the Arab-Israeli conflict is 


connected in some ways to other conflicts in which there is 
oppression is also a fact. Nevertheless, the Arab-Israeli conflict 
also is yet in other regards unique. It is unique mainly because 
the Zionist character of the State of Israel is unique. No other 
Middle Eastern state or regime, no other state or regime any¬ 
where in this world, has a Zionist character. This Zionist 
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character is not, as some revolutionary socialists state, merely 
a by-product of capitalism and a tool of so-called Western 
imperialism. This Zionist character is not the only problem in 
the State of Israel and/or in the Arab-Israeli conflict, but it is 
the fundamental problem to which many aspects of, if not all, 
the other problems in this conflict are tied. And we do not 
necessarily need a socialist analysis to understand this funda¬ 
mental problem. The extremely ambiguous not well-defined 
terminology, used in many socialist analyses of Zionism, more¬ 
over, clouds the issues and makes understanding even more 
difficult. Whether or not only a socialist revolution in the Middle 
East can adequately solve this problem is a question for later 
consideration. 

To state that the character of the State of Israel is largely » 

Zionist is not to imply that every aspect of that State’s character 
fits into the Zionist context, or that Zionism itself is a one¬ 
dimensional, operative ideology. Different emphases exist 
within Zionism. Yet, Zionism is, with all its diversity, an 
ideology that rests upon certain major premises and operating 
principles agreed to by almost all avowed and many unavowed 
Zionists. 

To state that Israel’s character is Zionist is to state the 
obvious. Nevertheless, and amazingly, some Israelis—and their 
apologists outside the State—deny this obvious fact. Those who 
so deny either know not what they say or are knowingly telling 
an untruth; such denials deserve at best bare mentioning. The 
Zionism of Israel’s character is a secular Jewish nationalism; 
by definition, it has to do with the Jewish people. But this 
Zionism is not, as some still attempt to maintain, a valid theo¬ 
logical or philosophical expression of the religion of Judaism. 

As some Jewish theologians, ranging from the most traditional^ * 

to the reform,^ have argued, this Zionism is antagonistic to 
major propositions within the religion of Judaism. Some Jews, 
although the number of these seems to shrink in each succeeding ^ 

generation, still believe in what they call religious Zionism. 

Simply stated, these Jews believe that, in the millennium when 
human beings are ready, God will return Jews to the Zion of 
Old Testament prophecy in the area of the world historically 
known as Palestine. In this Zionism, the word of God will 
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emanate 


Zionism is not the Zionism of Israel’s character, however much 
some people want to believe that it is, and however much some 
people say that it is. 

Zionism, as a secular nationalism, poses the existence of a 


Jewish p 
Semitism 


demograph 


if not to 



Jewish state. In 


Zionism these concepts overlap one with another. The Jews 


Semitism. Je 


have been 


discriminated against and persecuted as Jews by non-Jews, and 
as such have had, whether or not they liked and/or so wanted. 


them. Within 


im 


negatively oriented 


Jews at times in 


elements of nationalism 


Jews constitute the majority 
ir own destinies, thus becomes 


Semitism 


Jews will be discriminated 


persecuted in all nation-states wherein Jews are a minority 
(2) only in a demographically Jewish state will Jews be able tc 
develop fully the positive cultural elements of their nationalism 
Here. then, is the secular nationalism, i.e. the political Zionism 


some in the mid 


Herzl 


other theoreticians have disputed and refined various aspects of. 


but have 


fundamentally altered, the nature 


Herzl 


movement 


World 


Zionist Organisation, arose to lead the fight for the 
creation of a Zionist state. During and after the Nazi holocaust 
in the 1930s and early 1940s, the Zionist movement garnered 
great support from both Jews and non-Jews in various places. 


Finally, in 1947 


movement 


United 


the Zionist image. 

Since that time the Zionist character of the State of Israel has 
been the fundamental issue in the Arab-Israeli conflict. This 
character has been and still is such a source of hurt to the other 
people of the Middle East, and especially so to the Palestinians, 
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that almost all Arabs, with all their diversities, internal antago¬ 
nisms and even killings of one another, have been united for at 
least twenty-three years in their antagonism to Israel. To be 
more specific, from the Arab perspective the exclusivist and 
discriminatory feature of Israel’s Zionist character prevents the 
development of a state in which non-Jews can live as well as 
Jews, or even a state in which non-Jews, and most particularly 
Arabs, can live at all. This anti-democratic feature, for example, 
cannot, as it has not, allow for the repatriation of any significant 
number of Arab refugees. Also from the Arab perspective the 
expansionist design of Israel’s Zionist character is a constant 
threat. For the Arabs this design is best evidenced these days by 
the continued Israeli occupation of territory taken in the June 
1967 war. 

Are the above-mentioned features and design of Israel’s 
Zionist character, as seen by Arabs, really valid? The answer 
is yes on both counts; herein lies the indictment of Israel’s 
Zionist character. 

No reasonable doubt can exist that the State of Israel is 
exclusivist, discriminatory, and anti-democratic. The Zionist 
emphasis upon the continued existence of a demographically 
Jewish State, which is embodied in Israel’s framework, makes 
it so. The so-called Israeli Declaration of Independence does 
not declare the existence of a sovereign, independent state for 
those who live there. It rather declares a Jewish state for all the 
Jews of the world, about twelve million of whom reside outside 
and only slightly over 2-6 million in the State of Israel. In 
logical sequence the State of Israel, lacking a constitution, has 
by legislation created two classes of citizenship: one for Jews 
and one for non-Jews. Jews can become citizens of Israel merely 
by going there and opting for this citizenship. Non-Jews must 
go through a complicated process of applying for citizenship and 
then having their applications carefully considered, possibly to 
be accepted and possibly to be rejected. In this way the govern¬ 
ment of Israel can ensure at all times a Jewish majority. By 
Zionist definition, then, the State of Israel’s citizenship or 
nationality base cannot allow any significant numbers of non- 
Jews to become citizens or nationals of the state—something 
these non-Jews might do were the procedures for obtaining 
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citizenship more democratic. In Zionism the demographically 
Jewish character of the state cannot be threatened. Moshe 
Dayan, for example, made this clear again after the 1967 war 
in replying publicly to a news reporter’s questioning about 
Israel’s ability to absorb the Arab population in the recently 
occupied territories. Dayan said: 

“Economically we can, but I think that is not in accord 
with our aims in the future; it would turn Israel into either 
a bi-national or poly-national Arab-Jewish state instead of 
the Jewish state, and we want to have a Jewish state. We can 
absorb them, but then we won’t be in the same country.”'^ 

Former Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion stated the same 
idea at another time: 

“. . . Israel is the country of the Jews and only of the Jews. 
Every Arab who lives here has the same rights as any 
minority citizen in any country in the world, but he must 
admit the fact that he lives in a Jewish country.”^ 

Prime Minister Golda Meir put it even more clearly in a 
debate in the Knesset, Israeli Parliament, on 25 June 1969: 

“I want a Jewish state with a decisive Jewish majority 
which cannot change overnight. ... I always believed 
[this] was plain Zionism.”® 

The exclusivist, discriminatory, and anti-democratic feature 
of Israel’s Zionist character has numerous other dimensions. 
Jewish nationals, for instance, have clear advantages in Israel’s 
society. There are many areas where only Jews and no Arabs 
may live. Jewish work laws and specifications reserve certain 
better jobs for Jews; Arab citizens in most of Israel are limited, 
in ways that Jewish nationals are not, by travel and curfew 
restrictions; a goodly number of Arabs are presently being held 
in Israeli jails still waiting the pressing of the actual charges. 
The Israel League for Human and Civil Rights, located in 
Tel-Aviv, has well documented some of these cases, and in the 
summer of 1970 circulated to all members of the Knesset 
evidence to substantiate the demand that the British mandatory 
Emergency Regulation of 1945 be abolished and that the 
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Knesset adopt a “Basic Law” in accordance with the United 
Nations’ Human Rights Charter. Commenting upon discrimi¬ 
nation against the Arabs in higher education, Haaretz, on 
27 November 1970, said this in an editorial: 

“Among 16,000 college, university students in Israel there 
are 200 Arabs. These Arab students have a complex of 
problems. Obstructions disturb their studies. Not all the 
Arab students can get university housing and the house¬ 
wives in the western Jewish section of the city generally do 
not rent homes to Arabs. Many of the Arab students are 
under travel restrictions and two of them are under 
administrative arrest. Almost all the Arab students con¬ 
sider the restrictions to be the result of their objections to 
government policy. Very few of the Arab students can get 
jobs while studying.”^ 

The expansionist designs of Israel’s Zionist character 
became especially clear, of course, after the June War, 1967. 
Not only have the Israelis specified many parts of the occupied 
territories that they definitely intend to keep; not only have the 
Israelis begun building and settling people in some of the 
occupied territory—for example, in Jerusalem and in the 
Golan Heights—the Israelis have today not retreated from any 
of the occupied territory. The retention of the occupied territory 
is quite in keeping with official Israeli policy expressed after 
the June War of 1967, that they, speaking as religious Jews, 
would consider the giving up of any occupied territory by the 
Israeli government a sin. Moshe Dayan again, presumably 
speaking for his government, declared to some American Jewish 
college students on the Golan Heights in the summer of 1968: 

“During the last one hundred years our peoples have been 
in the process of building up the country and the nation, 
of expansion, of giving additional Jews additional 
settlements in order to expand the borders here: let no 
Jew say that the process has ended, let no Jew say that we 
are near the end of the road.”® 

The question that arises here is: why is Israel expansionist in 
design? As previously seen, there is no necessity for Israel to 
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acquire more territory to secure safe borders. Difficulties arise 
in administrating newly acquired territory. The answer is 
found in one of the central concepts of Zionism, legislated into 
the State’s character. This concept is the concept of “Aliyah”. 
“Aliyah” is the idea that all Jews should emigrate to the State 
of Israel. According to this central idea in Zionism, Jews should 
do so because, as previously stated, they are people with a 
nation-state or home in the State of Israel, and they either are 
or will some time be faced with anti-Semitism—in nation-states 
wherein they are a minority, as Professor W. T. Mallison, Jr., 
noted in his detailed scholarly analysis of the Zionist Organi¬ 
sation, 

“The Zionist ‘solution’ to anti-Semitism is to ‘ingather’ all 
Jews into the State of Israel.”® On 24 November 1952, the 
Israeli Knesset enacted a piece of legislation known as the 
World Zionist Organisation Jewish Agency for Palestine Status 
Law. This law emphasises that recruitment of Jewish immigra¬ 
tion is “the central task of the State of Israel”. This recruitment, 
using words of the law again, “requires constant efforts by the 
Jewish people in the Diaspora”. [Diaspora in Zionist language 
means states other than Israel.) This law, in precise words, calls 
for efforts by the World Zionist Organisation to assist immigra¬ 
tion of masses of Jews from around the world into the State of 
Israel. In 1954, the representatives of the World Zionist Orga¬ 
nisation, the Jewish Agency, and the State of Israel went even 
further and signed a so-called “Covenant”, which embodied 
the 1952 legislation, and designated as a major function of the 
newly created Zionist Executive “the organisation of immigra¬ 
tion abroad and the transfer of Jewish immigrants and their 
property to Israel”. If this call for immigration within the 
context of the “Aliyah” concept proves successful—that is, if 
all, most or even many of the roughly twelve million Jews now 
residing outside the State of Israel were indeed persuaded to 
emigrate to Israel—expansion by that State would become an 
absolute necessity. 

The solution to the fundamental problem of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict is the de-Zionisation of the State of Israel. Make no 
mistake, this is a radical proposal, for it calls for a substantiv^e 
change in the character and in the actual structuring of the 


















State of Israel. This proposal calls for the actual destruction of 
the Zionist Jewish State. But also make no mistake, the call 
here for destruction is a call for peaceful, and as orderly as 
possible, destruction, by both the Israelis and Jews throughout 
the world, who are, whether they like it or not, included in the 
Zionist context. This proposal which points further past peaceful 
destruction of the Zionist state to the establishment of a secular, 
multi-racial state will not solve all the problems for all the 
people in the Middle East, but it could be one concrete and 
positive step forward for at least some few millions of people in 
this troubled area of the world. 

At least one question posed earlier still remains: is the solu¬ 
tion to the fundamental problem of Israel’s Zionist character, 
and perhaps, then, to the Arab-Israeli conflict itself, possible 
without a full socialist revolution in the entire Middle East? 
The answer already posed in this presentation is affirmative. 
The Zionist character of Israel—and thus the state itself—is 
much more unique than not. Again, Zionism is not a by¬ 
product of capitalism, even though Israel has been terribly well 
supported by the United States. It is a nationist ideolog)^ per¬ 
taining uniquely to the Jews, that was unfortunately put into 
operation and, as soon as possible, should be eradicated. It can 
be eradicated without waiting upon a total socialist revolution 
which itself, even if it were well defined and positive, may not 
come. 

Finally then, what are the chances that Israelis, first and 
foremost, and Jews outside of Israel, secondly, will move to 
eradicate the Zionist state and work for the construction of a 
new state? These chances are, to understand it, not great; one 
leading Israeli dissident, Uriel Zavis, has estimated that only 
probably less than five per cent of Israeli Jews today would, if 
asked, favour such a move.^® A minority of Jews outside Israel 
would, if asked, favour such a move. Especially these days, 
however, minds are sometimes changed quickly. In the United 
States in the last two years, for example, some indications exist 
of major shifting in American Jewish opinion away from 
complete and often blind acceptance of Zionism and backing 
of the State of Israel. In Israel itself, indications exist that more 
than the five per cent of the population, who now so believe it 
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advisable, acknowledge, for different reasons, that a secular, 
multi-racial, democratic state may be desirable at some point 
in the future. By definition of even such a limited acknowledge¬ 
ment, these people, by rejecting the absolute Zionist answer to 
anti-Semitism, may soon become convinced to move against the 
Zionist character of their State. The increasing realisation that 
the future of Israeli Jews depends upon the achieving of peace 
and that the Zionist character of the State of Israel blocks any 
long-range peace settlement, will finally be the convincing 

factors. 
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NOTES 


^ See as an exemplary expression of this revolutionary socialist view: 
Democratic Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (Manchester, England: 
Committee for Solidarity with the Palestine Revolution, Third World 
Solidarity Group, Manchester University, November 1969). 

^ See as an exemplary expression of this traditional interpretation: Wayoel 
Aioshes (1961) and Al Ha-Geulah We^al Ha-Temurah (1968) by Joel 
Teitelbaum (published by Jerusalem Publishing, 205 Wilson Street, 
Brooklyn, Ill.); A Biblical Basis for a Modern State of Israel by Norton 
Mezvinsky (speech deli\"ered to New York Theological Seminary, New 
York, 8 April 1968). Also see Heaven at Bay: the Jewish Kulturkampf in the 
Holy Land by Emile Marmonstein (London: Oxford University Press, 

1969)* 

^ See as exemplary expression of this reform expression: J^ion Reconsidered 
by Jakob Petuchowski (New York: Twayme, 1966), and IsraeVs Threat to 
Judaism by Elmer Berger (speech delivered to the Irish—Arab Society, 
Dublin, Ireland, 5 February 1970). 

^ Quoted by 1 . F. Stone in For a New Approach to the Israeli—Arab Conflict in 
The New Fork Review of Books, 3 August 1967, p. 3. 

5 Ibid. 


^ As quoted in The Jerusalem Post, 26 June 1969, p. 8. 

^ Haaretz, 27 November 1970, p. 4, 

^ As reported in Maariv, 7 July 1968, p. 2. 

^ W. T. Mallison, Jr,, The legal problems concerning the Juridical Status & 
Political Activities of the Zionist Organisation!Jewish Agency in William and 
Alary Law Review^ IX (6) (Spring, 1968), No. 3, pp. 559—629. 

See Uri Israeli Pacifist in Socialist Tribune, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 

January 1971, pp, 1-3. 
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